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PERSONALITY DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MALES AND 
FEMALES IN A STUDENT AND BANK MANAGEMENT SAMPLE 
Michael G. Howie 
University of Richmond 
Abstract 
To clarify some of the findings reported in the litera-
ture concerning the female personality and more specifically 
the personality of female bank managers, the Guilford-
Zimmerman Temperament Survey was administered to 33 male and 
33 female bank managers and 33 male and 33 female students 
planning careers in business. A 3 factor ANOV showed that 
Ss differed significantly between samples and between sexes, 
but on only one personality trait; emotional stability. A 
t-test was performed on the scores of the masculinity trait 
when no significance was found on that trait with the ANOV 
method. This test showed a significant difference between 
sexes on the masculinity trait. It was concluded that male 
and female managers do not differ significantly in person-
ality. 
PERSONALITY DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MALES AND 
FEMALES IN A STUDENT AND BANK MANAGEMENT SAMPLE 
Over the years a large amount of research has been 
carried out on the differences between the sexes in such 
areas as intelligence, physiology, and certain personality 
traits. Practically all research in this area has found 
similar results. In the area of intelligence testing, 
young females continue to excel on verbal problems while 
young males excel on quantitative or spatial type problems. 
School grades almost universally show superior achievement 
for girls. Vocational aptitude tests continue to indicate 
boys are higher in mechanical, and girls in clerical apti-
tudes (Terman in Carmichael, (ed.), 1954, 1068). The 
feminist movement has placed a great deal of emphasis on 
these statistics in an attempt to explain why they occur. 
What is rather interesting is that a recent survey of ar-
ticles published over the last six years in two major in-
dustrial psychology journals revealed that only 3.1 per 
cent of the articles in one journal and 1 per cent of those 
in the other dealt with topics pertaining to women or sex 
differences (Schein, 1972). 
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In the past few years surprising changes in employment 
patterns of women have occured (Baruch, 1967). In the 
literature centered around the women executive or manager, 
it is difficult to separate facts from opinion. One report 
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of the National Association of Manufacturers (in Gilmer, 
1957) reports that absenteeism among women is much higher 
than that among men by as much as 100 per cent. Such state-
ments are often made without any statement of valid statis-
tical data. The writers who maintain in their statements, 
often, that women's psychic dependence on man, and the 
feeling of superiority engendered by male domination.which 
causes her to be less successful in the industrial world, 
might better be thought of as opinions (Hamill, 1956). The 
present study was undertaken with the hope that some of the 
variables in the literature concerning the female person-
ality in general could be clarified. It was also antici-
pated that information could be added to the relatively un-
researched area of sex differences in the personality of 
bank managers and those students who were planning a busi-
ness career. 
Gilmer (1957) stated that there was apparently the 
widespread belief that women are too emotional (too personal) 
to assume the responsibilities of supervisory jobs or exec-
utive positions. Much of the small amount of information 
found in this area, however, appeared to be based more on 
subjective ideas than on objective research. Carey (1958) 
presented some objective data dealing with yielding be-
havior in females. She found that in persuasibility ex-
periments females, more than males, are found to be yielders. 
Patel and Gordon (1960) found similar results in studies of 
suggestibility as did Crutchfield (1955) on tests of con-
formity. Gilmer (1971) also reported that in an analysis 
of women holding positions of responsibility in industry 
and commerce, results indicated that the way women behave 
on the job rather than the way they perform the technical 
operations of their position was a chief determinant of 
their acceptance as administrators. Along the same lines 
but at an earlier stage of development, Terman (in 
Carmichael, 1954, 1085) reported that measures of dominance 
or ascendance almost invariably yield higher scores for 
males than for females at the high school and college ages. 
The feminist groups have been very adamant in their 
attacks upon the society that they feel is at the basis of 
the 20th century woman's attitudes and personality. The 
following information is discussed not as data to refute 
what has previously been presented, for much of it is 
purely a different interpretation of facts and largely un-
documented, but to give a better perspective of and perhaps 
a different interpretation of the development of the female 
personality. The basic premise of the feminist ideology 
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is that the female is conditioned from her first day of life 
to be passive, non-motivated after puberty, and above all to 
let the male be dominant. Bardwick (in Gornick and Moran, 
1971, 225-239) said that socialization in our society makes 
women more dependent and less aggressive from early child-
hood. Women are taught to achieve in school and atheletics 
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basically the same as men until they reach puberty. At this 
time the behavior and qualities such as successful competing 
may begin to be perceived negatively. Bardwick believed 
that women were oppressed by socialization. Women must not 
succeed to the point of excess academically for fear of not 
succeeding in dating, but at the same time Bardwick stated 
they must not do too well in dating or they lose female 
friends. Horner (1969) believed that although during this 
period of life men fear failure, women equally feared suc-
cess, due to what it could bring about, i.e. loss of their 
male partner. 
Horner (1969) reported a study done with females con-
cerning the interaction of achievement motivation, and what 
she called the motive to avoid success, using Thematic 
Apperception Test (TAT) stories as a measure. She hypoth-
esized that the motive to avoid success would be most aroused 
by competition. She divided her sample into three groups: 
female vs. female; female vs. male; and a non-competitive 
group where the Ss worked in roo:ns by themselves. The task 
was a set of achievement tests. Horner found, as expected, 
that when women were placed in a cor.Jpctitive situation, es-
pecially with men, that there would be lower fcrnale scores. 
Makosky (1972), hO'~ever, felt that there was more to the mo-
tive to avoid success than Horner had believed. To prove 
her beliefs, she derived three experimental hypotheses: (1) 
Women exhibiting a fear of success by Horncr's criteria 
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would perform better when working alone than when engaged 
in interpersonal competition; (2) Women exhibiting a fear 
of success by these criteria would perform better when com-
peting against another woman than when competing against a 
man; (3) Women exhibiting a fear of success by these crite-
ria would perform better when the task is described as tra-
ditionally feminine rather than masculine in nature. She 
found that what Horner had discovered had not been complete-
ly correct. She found that women who exhibited fear of 
success did not perform best when working alone as Horner 
had believed, but supported Horner's belief that women fear-
ing success would perform more poorly when competing against 
men or on a masculine task. Makosky also found several 
other results dealing with sex role identity and it's effect 
on performance. Taken as a whole Makosky's results indicate 
that women perform best on tasks and against competitors who 
are perceived as compatible with their manifest sex-role 
orientations. 
Komarovsky (1950) believed that men were given more 
chances to be independent, while women were brought up de-
pendent. She believed there were at least three mechanisms 
whereby the males could achieve independence. Males are pro-
vided earlier and more frequent opportunities for independ-
ent action, for example, the freedom to play away from home. 
A second mechanism by which the male achieves earlier eman-
cipation is the higher degree of privacy in personal affairs 
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he is allowed, for example, whom he dates. The third factor 
which Komarovsky believed works against female independence 
is the more exacting code of kinship obligations to which 
the female is held, for example, if anniversaries of in-laws 
were celebrated, the pressure is on the female to attend 
much more than for the male. 
As was stated previously, the present study was under-
taken to add needed research to the general area of person-
ality differences between male and female ~s, and more 
specifically, to the area of sex differences in personality 
of bank managers. Due to the fact that this research was 
largely exploratory, many of the hypotheses were based only 
on investigator observations rather than on research data. 
An hypothesis was made on each scale in which any probable 
differences between sexes or samples were stated. They were 
as follows: (1) General Activity (G) - This refers to a 
rapid pace of activities, energy, vitality, and hurrying 
versus a slow and deliberate pace, low production, and 
similar type behavior. It was hypothesized that on this 
scale men would have a significantly higher score in both 
samples. The hypothesis was based on the investigator's 
observation of a seemingly higher general activity level in 
men. (2) Restraint (R) - The purpose of this scale is to 
delineate between serious-mindedness and impulsive type ~s. 
Garai and Scheinfeld (1968) found that males are much more 
task persistent than women, which would indicate a higher 
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restraint score for men. The investigator felt also that 
the restraint score would be higher in the management sample 
where impulsive people would seem to be less prevalent. (3} 
Ascendance (A) - The ascendance scale measures the individ-
ual's leadership habits, persuasive abilities and the like 
versus following habits and submissiveness. McClelland 
(1953), although he did only very little research with fe-
male ~s, found that the achievement motive was much more 
important to men than to women. On the basis of McClelland's 
finding, it was hypothesized that men would score higher 
on this scale, and that men in the management sample would 
score higher than student males due to job competition. (4} 
Sociability (S) - This scale is a measurement of the individ-
ual's social behaviors, that is, if he seeks or avoids social 
contact, likes or dislikes social activities, and other things 
of that nature. The hypothesis on this scale was based purely 
on a statement made in the Guilford-Zinunerman Temperament 
Survey (G-Z} manual, that stated that men were less sociable. 
It was felt that there would be no differences between sexes, 
but that the student sample would score significantly higher 
on this scale because they were probably more socially ac-
tive. (5) Emotional Stability (E} - This factor is con-
cerned with the Ss evenness of moods and optimism versus 
fluctuating moods, pessimism, and excitability. Frankel 
(1969) found that as people grow older they become more 
stable and self-confident. It was hypothesized then that 
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the management sample would generally score higher (toward 
stability) on this scale due to the age difference. It was 
also hypothesized that males would score higher solely be-
cause of the stereotype of less stable women. (6) Objectiv-
ity (0) - This scale is a measurement of the individual's 
unobstructiveness in thought versus hypersensitivity and 
suspiciousness. There is relatively no research concerning 
sex differences on this scale, therefore, the hypothesis was 
again based on a stereotype and the fact that there was a 
high correlation in the norm data for the G-Z between Emo-
tional Stability scores and Objectivity scores. The hypoth-
esis was that men would score higher on the objectivity scale 
in both samples. (7) Friendliness (F) - The measurement on 
this scale is between toleration of hostile action and ac-
ceptance of domination versus belligerence and desiring to 
dominate. The hypothesis on this scale was that men in gen-
eral would score lower (less friendly) than women. The 
hypothesis was based on a statement made in the G-Z manual to 
the same effect, that is, men \t.\'.)Uld score lower on friendli-
ness. (8) Thoughtfulness (T} - Thoughtfulness is measured on 
this scale as reflectiveness or interest in thinking versus 
interest in activity. Although the norm data for the G-Z 
showed very little difference between males and females, it 
was hypothesized that men would again score higher than women 
due to this scales correlation in the G-Z norm data to a 
more than average degree with the restraint scale where it 
was hypothesized earlier that men would score higher. 
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(9) 
Personal Relations (P) - This scale measures the individual's 
tolerance of people and institutions versus his hypercritical-
ness of them. Hoffman and Maier (1961) found that men con-
sistently outscored women in solving human relations problems. 
From this finding it could be generalized that men would score 
higher on the personal relations scale. However, the norm 
data for the G-Z did not confirm this belief. The personal 
relations scale correlated .SO with the friendliness scale, 
where it was hypothesized that women would score higher, and 
thus would show higher scores for females. It was hypothesized 
then, that women would score significantly higher in both 
samples on this scale. (10) Masculinity (M) - This scale 
quite obviously measures interest in masculine activities 
versus interest in feminine activities. It was expected that 
men would score significantly higher than women in both samples, 
however, Hornaday and Kuder (in Garai and Scheinfeld, 1968, 221) 
reported that men and women who shared the same profession, as, 
for instance, bank management have been reported to have es-
sentially the same interest patterns, with similar likes and 
dislikes. It was hypothesized that men in the student sample 
would score significantly higher than female students, but 
that there would be no significant difference between males 
and females in the bank sample. 
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METHOD 
Subjects. The subjects were 33 male bank managers 
ranging in age from 22 to 52 years with an average age of 
29.27 years; and 33 female bank managers ranging in age from 
24 to 63 years with an average age of 36.09 years. Also in-
cluded in the subject pool were 33 male and 33 female stu-
dents preparing for a career in business which comprised the 
student sample. The bank managers were from five banks in 
the Richmond area and were drawn from all levels of manage-
ment. Male and female ~s were matched according to manage-
ment level in each bank sample. The student Ss were all 
juniors and seniors in college planning on careers in business, 
with the majority falling in the age range of 20 to 22. 
Apparatus. The G-Z 1955 revision was used as the per-
sonality assessment device. It consisted of 300 questions, 
30 for each trait, to be answered yes, no, or with a ques-
tion mark for undecided. It measured 10 traits: General 
Activity - G; Restraint - R; Ascendance - A; Sociability -
S; Emotional Stability - E; Objectivity - O; Friendliness -
F; Thoughtfulness - T; Personal Relations - P; and Mas-
culine - M. The survey was hand scored. 
Design and Procedure. A 10 X 2 X 2 factorial design 
with no repeated measures was used to enable the investi-
gator to analyze the three factors involved. The first 
factor (A) consisted of the 10 personality traits measured 
by the G-Z. The second factor (B) was the sex factor (male 
or female) , and the third factor (C) was the background 
factor (student or bank manager) • 
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The Ss in the student sample were tested in small 
groups, while the ~s in the bank population were tested in-
dividually with the exception of one bank where the testing 
was done on two consecutive days in small groups. Since the 
G-Z could be administered both individually and to groups, 
there was little concern over the difference in administra-
tion of the test. The Ss read the following standardized 
directions: 
In this booklet you will find a number of 
statements. Read each statement carefully. 
If the statement seems to be true, or if you 
agree with it, mark answer Yes on your answer 
sheet. If the statement is more false than 
true, or if you disagree with it, mark No. 
If you cannot decide between Yes or No, you 
may mark answer ? BUT AVOID DOING THIS IF 
POSSIBLE. Be sure to answer every item. 
There are no right or wrong answers in the 
usual sense of a high score being necessarily 
the best. The purpose of this Survey will be 
served best if you describe yourself and state 
your opinions as accurately as possible. You 
may notice that many items are similar. Ac-
tually, no two items are exactly alike. No-
tice that the numbering of items on the answer 
sheet follows across the rows rather than down 
the columns. You may turn the page and begin 
with the items now unless the examiner tells 
you to wait. 
The test took approximately SO minutes to complete. When 
the ~ finished, the E checked over the answer sheet to make 
sure there was not an abnormally large number of question 
mark answers (more than three for any one trait) given by 
the s. If this occurred the S was asked to look over his 
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test again and make an effort to answer some of the questions 
with either a Yes or No. After the S had satisfactorily 
completed the survey, it was hand scored. 
RESULTS 
Data were originally collected on 80 bank managers and 
112 students majoring in business. After the tests were 
graded, data sheets from six male and eight female bank 
managers and 16 male and four female business students were 
discarded. The elimination of the data was necessary due 
to large falsification scores (over 21 for women and over 16 
for men) and/or an excessive number of question mark answers 
being used. After all invalid tests had been discarded, 
data left to be analyzed consisted of 46 Ss each in the stu-
dent group and 33 Ss each in the bank management group. An 
unweighted means technique, employing the harmonic mean, was 
used to analyze the data (see Appendix A) • As can be seen 
in Appendix A the three factor analysis of variance (ANOV) 
produced an extremely significant three factor interaction. 
Simple effects were performed on the interaction of sex and 
type of sample on the scales of the personality test (BC at 
levels of A), which produced a significant F on each scale 
of the G-Z. A Newman-Keuls test of ordered means was then 
performed on each scale of the G-Z to pinpoint the signif-
icant differences. As can be seen in Appendix A, no sig-
nificance was found on any scale of the G-Z (factor A). No 
errors in computation could be discovered, so it was decided 
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to drop out Ss in the student sample to equalize the number 
of Ss in the student group with the number of Ss in the bank 
management group. By using a table of random numbers, 13 
male students and 13 female students were randomly chosen to 
be eliminated. It was hoped that by using equal groups less 
variation would occur. The dropping of 13 subjects from the 
female student group caused the means to increase on all 
personality traits (A), but only slightly. There was a six 
to four split on the means of the male students with six 
increasing slightly and four decreasing slightly. A three 
factor ANOV was performed on the new groups which produced 
a significant three factor interaction [F(9,oo)=2.16p<.05] 
as well as significance on each single factor and on each 
double interaction, excepting the interaction of sex and 
type of sample (BC). Table 1 presents a summary of the ANOV. 
Insert Table 1 about here 
An analysis of simple effects for the three factor 
interaction [Personality Trait (A) X Sex (B) X Type of Sample 
(C)] was computed first with the interaction of sex and type 
of sample (BC) on traits of personality (A). Similar anal-
yses of simple effects were also done with the interaction 
of personality traits and sex (AB) on the two different 
samples (C) and with the interaction of personality traits 
and type of sample (AC) on the two different sexes (B) • A 
lS 
TABLE 1 
Three Factor Analysis of Variance 
Personality Traits X Sex X Sample 
----------- -------·---------------- -····· 
--~---- ---···· 
Source SS 
Personality 
Trait (A) 4,113.81 
Sex (B) 1,172.38 
Sample ( C) 2,952.03 
AB 3,161.92 
AC l,4S4.67 
BC SS.22 
ABC 396.32 
Error 26,926.16 
-----
F(9,oo)=l.88p< .OS* 
F(l,oo)=3.84p< .OS* 
F(9,"'°)=2.4lp< .01** 
df MS F 
9 4S7.09 21.75** 
1 1,172.38 SS.77** 
1 2,9S2.03 140.44** 
9 
9 
1 
9 I 
-~-~-~~_J_ 
3Sl.32 16.71** 
161.63 7.69** 
SS.22 2.63 
44.04 2.10* 
21.04 
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sununary of these results is presented in Table 2. 
Insert Table 2 about here 
At levels of A {personality traits) only the fifth level was 
found to be significant F(l,oo)=ll.03p< .OS. This level was 
concerned with emotional stability and was expected to be 
significant. The tenth trait of the personality scale (mas-
culinity) was also expected to be significant and according 
to Figure l should have been. However, no error in 
Insert Figure l about here 
computation could be found so a t-test was performed on the 
sex factor {B) between males and females. The t-test proved 
to be highly significant. T=lS.08; df=l30p< .OS. As can 
be seen in Table 3. At levels of factor C (student sample 
Insert Table 3 about here 
- - - - - - - - -
or bank management sample) , both levels were found to be 
significant, which again was expected. The levels of the 
sex factor (B) were also significant as expected. 
To delineate more thoroughly as to where the signifi-
cance at the fifth level of factor A (emotional stability) 
occurred, a Newman-Keuls test of ordered means was 
17 
TABLE 2 
Analysis of Variance: Simple Effects for the 
ABC interaction 
-------------
-------- ---- --· -·-- -- --------- -----------------
Source SS df MS F 
-------t-------~-----l------- ------- -------- . --- --- . 
BC at a 1 
BC at a 2 
BC at a 3 
BC at a 4 
BC at as 
BC at a 6 
BC at a1 
BC at a 8 
BC at a 9 
BC at a10 
Error 
49.66 
.90 
S.9S 
1.71 
232.00 
14.67 
61.26 
2S.48 
39.28 
20.49 
1,494.29 
2,068.48 
4S2.38 
1,428.31 
F(l, o0)=3.84p< .OS* 
F(9,oe)=l.88p< .OS* 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
9 
9 
9 
9 
1280 
. - ... 
c 1 = Bank Sample c 2 = Student Sample 
b 1 = Males b 2 = Females 
49.66 
.90 
S.9S 
1.71 
232.00 
14.67 
61.26 
2S.48 
39.28 
20.49 
166.03 
229.83 
S0.26 
158.70 
21.04 
2.36 
.04 
• 2 8 
• 08 
11.03* 
.70 
2.91 
1.21 
1.87 
.97 
7.90* 
10.93* 
2.39* 
7.S5* 
FIGURE 1 
Scale of Means for students and bank managers 
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TABLE 3 
T-test on the Masculinity scale of the G-Z 
MALES 
N1 = 66 
x1 = 20.11 
S.D. 1 = 3.62 
s- = • 45 X1 
s'X 
l 
t = 
t = 
- = 
x2 
15.80* 
1.96 df 
.65 
= 
FEMALES 
N2 = 66 
x2 = 10.44 
S.D. 2 = 3.84 
sX
2 
= .48 
130p< .05* 
20 
21 
performed on the data for Emotional Stability. A summary of 
the results is depicted in Table 4. 
Insert Table 4 about here 
As was hypothesized the student sample was significantly 
less stable for both sexes than the bank managerront sample. 
There was no difference in stability between sexes in the 
bank sample, but male students were significantly more 
stable than female s tu den ts F ( 2, Oo) • S. 9 4p < • 0 S. The !cma le 
bank managers were also significantly more stable than the 
male students F (2, oo) =3. 48p<. .OS, and the female students 
F(3, oo)=9.42p< .OS. 
Newman-Keuls tests were also done for levels of C 
(type of sample). Results of the test at level C, (bank 
managers) can be seen in Table 5 and Sa. 
Insert Table 5 and Sa about here 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Level c1 , the bank management sample, achieved siqnificance 
in the simple effects analysis largely because of five low 
means where all interaction was centered. The masculinity 
score for females was significantly la#er than all other 
scales. The friendliness score for males was significantly 
less than all other scores, except the female friendliness 
score, and the female masculinity scale. Female friendliness, 
TABLE 4 
Newrnan-Keuls Test of BC at a 5 (Emotional Stability) 
Category 4 3 2 1 
Means 
Female Student 4 11.88 
Male Student 
Female Bank 
Male Bank 
3 17.82 
2 21. 30 
1 21.79 
(q.95) (r,<><=>) 
(srn) (q.95) (r, oo) 
MS = 21.04 
err 
n = 33 
11.88 17.82 21.30 21.79 
5.94* 9.42* 9.91* 
3.48* 3.97* 
.49 
r=3 r=4 
2.77 3.31 3.63 
2.22 2.65 2.90 
*p<.05 
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M 
N 1Category 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Means 11.48 14.48 16.36 17.58 17.85 19.09 19.24 19.39 19.70 19.70 
Female (M) 1 \ 11.48 I 3.0* 4.88* 6.10* 6.37* 7.61* 7.76* 7.91* 8.22* 8.22* 
~!Male (F) 
ro 
2 I 14.48 I 1.88 3.10* 3.37* 3.61* 4.76* 4.91* 5.22* 5.22* 
i:n 
- !Female (F) 3 I 16. 36 I 1.22 1.49 2.73 2.88 3.03 3.34* 3.34 
r-1 
CJ !Female (A) 4 I 1 7 • 5 8 I .27 1.51 1.66 1. 81 2.12 2.12 
r-1 
Q) ~!Female (T) 5 I 17.85 I 1.24 1.39 1.54 1.85 1.85 
r-1 
.µ !Male (R) 6 I 19. 09 I .15 .30 .61 .61 
ro 
If) ~ !Male (T) 7 I 19. 24 I .15 .46 .46 
~ 
a I 19. 39 I ~~ Female (R) .31 .31 
8 If-I 
9 j 19. 70 I 
.µ Male (P) .00 
Ill 
: Female (0) 10 119. 70 
r-1 
~I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
~ 
~I (q. 95) (r, oD) 2.77 3.31 3.63 3.86 4.03 4.17 4.29 4.39 4.47 
i1 sm{q.95) {r ,oo) 2.22 2.65 2.90 3.09 3.22 3.34 3.43 3.51 3.58 
MSerr = 21.04 *p< .05 n = 33 
11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
~ ! Means 20. 5 20.50 20.91 2i.06 2i.09 2i.30 2i.42 21~-7922:<>0--22:-45 N ~---
Female (M) ll 11.48 8.97 9. 0 9. 9 9.58 9.61 9. 82 • 9. 9 4*10 :-3T•-10: 5i*i6. 9-7.-
Male (F) 2114.48 5.97* 6.10* 6.49* 6.58* 6.61* 6.82* 6.94* 7.31* 7.52* 7.97* 
Female (F) 3jl6.36 4.09* 4.22* 4.61* 4.70* 4.73* 4.94* 5.06* 5.43* 5.64* 6.09* 
Female (A) 4 17.58 2.87 3.00 3.39 3.48 3.51 3.72 3.84* 4.21* 4.42* 4.87* 
Female (T) 5 17.85 2.60 2.73 3.12 4.21* 4.24* 4.45* 4.57* 4.94* 5.15* 5.60* 
~ Male (R) 6 19.09 1.36 1.49 1.88 1.97 2.00 2.21 2.33 2.70 2. 91 3.36 
c: Male (T) 7 19.24 1.21 1.34 1. 73 1.82 1.85 2.06 2.18 2.55 2.76 3.21 
~ Female (R) 8 19.39 1.06 1.19 1. 58 1.67 1. 70 1.91 2.03 2.40 2.61 3.06 
- Male (P) 9 19.70 .75 .88 1.27 1.36 1.39 1.60 1. 72 2.09 2.30 2.75 
r-1 Female ( O) 10 19.70 .75 .88 1.27 1.36 1. 39 1.60 1.72 2.09 2.30 2.75 
u Female ( G) 11 20.45 .13 .52 .61 .64 .85 .97 1. 34 1. 55 2.00 
r-1 Female (P) 12 20.58 .39 .48 .51 .72 .84 1. 21 1. 42 1. 87 C) 
> Male (M) 13 20.97 .09 .12 .33 .45 .82 1.13 1.58 
C) Male (0) 14 21.06 .03 .24 .36 . 7 3 .94 1. 39 r-1 
~ Male (A) 15 21.09 .21 .33 .70 . 91 1. 36 
rd Female (E)l6 21.30 .12 .49 .70 1.15 
rd Male (G) 17 21.42 • 37 .58 l.03 &fl~ 
~ Male (E) 18 21.79 .21 .66 
..:IM Female (5)19 22.00 .45 ~iB Male (S) 20 22.45 
8 
~ 
C1l 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 C) (q.95) (r' oe>) 4.55 4.62 4.68 4.74 4.80 4.84 4.89 4 .9 3 4.97 S.01 8 
II) sm(q. 95) Cr' o0) 3.64 3.70 3.74 3.79 3.84 3.87 3.91 3.94 3.98 4.01 
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female ascendance, and female thoughtfulness scores account 
for all other interaction in the bank management sample. It 
should be noticed that of these five interacting means, four 
were female (B 2) means. 
The Newman-Keuls test for level c2 , (student sample) 
the results of which are presented in Table G and Ga, were 
Insert Table G and Ga about here 
somewhat more diverse than the interactions for the bank 
sample. As in the bank sample the first five means were 
responsible for the greatest degree of interaction. All 
of the first five means were female scores. Female masculin-
ity was again significantly lower than all other scales, with 
the female emotional stability score interacting with the 
second largest number of other scales. Female friendliness, 
female personal relations, and female objectivity all ac-
counted for an equal number of significant interactions. The 
remaining interactions were scattered across the next five 
means, these being male friendliness, female ascendance, male 
personal relations, male restraint, and female restraint. 
Newman-Keuls tests done for factor B (sex) also found 
a number of the significant interactions were centered on a 
small portion of the means, those being largely student 
scores for both male and female levels. Level B1 (males) 
had a significant F-value in the simple effects test largely 
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!Category 
Means 
!Female (M) 1 9.39 
Female (E) 2 11.88 
Female (F) 3 13.70 
Female (P) 4 13.79 
Female (O) 5 14.18 
Male (F) 6 14.55 
Female (A) 7 14.67 
Male (P) 8 l5.09 
Male (R) 9 15.73 
Female ( R) 10 16.36 
(q.95) (r, oo) 
Sm (q. 95) (r ,co) 
MSerr = 21. 04 
1 2._ _3_ 4 _5_ 6 7 8 9 10 
9.39 11.88 13.70 13.79 14.18 14.55 14.67 15.09 15.73 16.36 
2.49* 4.31* 4.40* 4.79* 5.16* 5.28* 5.70* 6.34* 6.97* 
1.82 1.91 2.30 2.67 2.79 3.21 3.85* 4.48* 
.09 .48 .85 .97 1.39 2.03 2.66 
• 39 .76 .88 1.30 1.94 2.57 
.37 .49 . 91 1.55 2.18 
.12 .54 1.18 1. 81 
.42 1.06 1.69 
.64 1.27 
.63 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
2.77 3.31 3.63 3.86 4.03 4.17 4.29 4.39 4.47 
2.22 2.65 2.90 3.09 3.22 3.34 3.43 3.51 3.58 
*p <.OS n = 33 
" I CategoIT 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 N Means 16.88 17.33 17.82 18.33 18.91 19.27 19.48 19.82 20.39 20.45 
Female (M) 1 9.39 7.49* 7.94* 8.43* 8.94* 9.52* 9.88*10.09*10.43*11.00*ll.06* 
Female (E) 2 11.88 5.00* 5.45* 5.94* 6.45* 7.03* 7.39* 7.60* 7.94* 8.51* 8.57* 
Female (F) 3 13.70 3.18 3.63 4.12* 4.63* 5.21* 5.57* 5.78* 6.12* 6.69* 6.75* 
(/) Female (P) 4 13.79 3.09 3.54 4.03* 4.54* 5.12* 5.48* 5.69* 6.03* 6.60* 6.66* 
.µ Female (0) 5 14.18 2.70 3.15 3.64* 4.15* 4.73* 5.09* 5.30* 5.64* 6.21* 6.27* s:: 
(1) Male (F) 6 14.55 2.33 2.78 3.27 3.78* 4.36* 4.72* 4.93* 5.27* 5.84* 5.90* 
'tl Female (A) 7 14.67 2.21 2.66 3.15 3.66* 4.24* 4.60* 4.81* 5.15* 5.72* 5.78* ::s 
.µ Male (P} 8 15.09 1.79 2.24 2.73 3.24 3.82* 4.18* 4.39* 4.73* 5.30* 5.36* CJ) 
-
Male (R) 9 15.73 1.15 1.60 2.09 2.60 3.18 3.54* 3.75* 4.09* 4.66* 4.72* 
Female (R)lO 16.36 .52 .97 1.46 1.97 2.55 2. 91 3.12 3.46 4.03* 4.09* 
u Male (O) 11 16.88 .45 . 9 4 1.45 2.03 2.39 2.60 2.94 3.51 3.57 
ri Male (A) 12 17.33 .49 1.00 1.58 1. 94 2.15 2.49 3.06 3.12 
(1) Male (E) 13 17.82 .51 1.09 1.49 1.66 2.00 2.57 2.63 :> 
QJ Male (G) 14 18.33 .58 • 9 4 1.15 1.49 2.06 2.12 
ri 
It! Male (T) 15 18.91 • 36 .57 . 91 1.48 1.54 
10 .µ Female (T)16 19. 27 .21 .55 1.12 1.18 It! 
M Female (5)17 19.48 .34 .91 .97 H~ Female (G)l8 19.82 .57 .63 ~ 
8 M Male (S) 19 20.39 .06 
0 Male (M) 20 20.45 IH 
.µ 
11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 (/) 
QJ (q.95) (r,oo) 4.55 4.62 4.68 4.74 4.80 4.84 4.89 4.93 4.97 5.o1 8 
sm(q .95) (r I ()0) 3.64 3.70 3.74 3.79 3.84 3.87 3 .91 3.94 3. 9 8 4.01 (/) 
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because of four means. The results are presented in Table 
7 and 7a. The friendliness scores for both the bank sample 
Insert Table 7 and 7a about here 
and the student sample and the personal relations scores for 
the student sample were almost equal in number of inter-
actions, indicating that these three means were significantly 
lower than most other means at this level. The restraint 
scores for the student sample was next in number of inter-
actions. The remaining interactions were dispersed over the 
means for student objectivity, student ascendance, student 
emotional stability, and student general activity, the latter 
two having only two and one interaction respectively. 
The significant scores of the Newman-Keuls test for 
level B2 (females) were spread over a larger number of means 
than any of the previous tests. The results are presented 
in Table 8 and Sa. The greatest number of interactions 
Insert Table 8 and Sa about here 
occurred on the student masculinity scale. Bank masculinity 
and student emotional stability both had an equally large 
number of interactions. Student friendliness, student per-
sonal relations, student objectivity, and student ascendance 
were all of equal importance in the significant F-value 
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Category 
Means 
Bank (F) 1 14.48 
Student (F) 2 14.55 
Student (P) 3 15.09 
Student (R) 4 15.73 
Student (O) 5 16.88 
Student (A) 6 17.33 
Student (E) 7 17.82 
Student (G) 8 18.33 
Student (T) 9 18.91 
Bank (R) 10 19.09 
{q.95) {r,oo} 
Sm(q.95) (r, co) 
MSerr = 21.04 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
14.48 14.55 15.09 15.73 16.88 17.33 17.82 18.33 18.91 19.09 
.07 .61 1.25 2.40 2.85 3.34 3.85* 4.43* 4.61* 
.54 1.18 2.33 2.78 3.27* 3.78* 4.36* 4.54* 
.64 1. 79 2.24 2.73 3.24* 3.82* 4.00* 
1.15 1.60 2.09 2.60 3.18 3.36* 
.45 .94 1.45 2.03 2.21 
.49 1.00 1.58 1.76 
.51 1.09 1.27 
.58 . 76 
.18 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
2.77 3.31 3.63 3.86 4.03 4 .17 4.29 4.39 4.47 
2.22 2.65 2.90 3.09 3.22 3.34 3.43 3.51 3.58 
*p < .05 n = 33 
0 fate gory 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 M I Means 19.24 19.70 20.39 20.45 20.97 21.60 21.09 21.42 21.79 22.45 
ank (F) l 14.48 4.76* 5.22* 5.91* 5.97* 6.49* 6.58* 6.61* 6.94* 7.31* 7.97* 
tudent (F) 2 14.55 4.69* 5.15* 5.84* 5.90* 6.42* 6.51* 6.54* 6.87* 7.24* 7.90* 
tudent (P) 3 15.09 4.15* 4.61* 5.30* 5.36* 5.88* 5.97* 6.00* 6.33 6.70* 7.36* 
tudent (R) 4 15.73 3.51* 3.97* 4.66* 4.72* 5.24* 5.33* 5.36* 5.69 6.06* 6.72* 
tudent (O) 5 16.88 2.36 2.82 3.51 3.57 4.09* 4.18* 4.21* 4.54 4.91* 5.57* 
tudent (A) 6 17.33 1.91 2.37 3.06 3.12 3.64* 3.73* 3.76* 4.09 4.46* 5.12* 
Student (E) 7 17.82 1.42 1.88 2.57 2.63 3.15 3.24 3.27 3.60 3.97* 4.63* 
Student (G) 8 18.33 .91 1.37 2.06 2.12 2.64 2.73 2.76 3.09 3.46 4.12* 
Student (T) 9 18.91 .33 .79 1.48 1.54 2.06 2.15 2 .18 2.51 2.88 3.54 
ank (R) 10 19.09 .15 .61 1.30 1.36 1.88 1.97 2.00 2.33 2.70 3.36 
ank (T) 11 19.24 .46 1.15 1.21 1. 73 1.82 1.85 2.18 2.55 3.21 
ank (P) 12 19.70 .69 .75 1.27 1.36 1.39 1.72 2.09 2.75 
Student (S)l3 20.39 .06 .58 .67 .70 1.03 1.40 2.06 
Student (M)l4 20.45 .52 .61 .64 .97 1.34 2.00 
~rank (M) 15 20.97 .09 .12 .45 .82 1.48 Bank (O) 16 21.06 .03 .66 1.03 1.09 
fj Bank (A) 17 21.09 .33 .70 1.36 
~ Bank (G) 18 21.42 .37 1.03 
8 Bank (E) 19 21. 79 .66 
Bank (S) 20 22.45 
11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
(q.95) (r,()C)) 4.55 4.62 4.68 4.74 4.80 4.84 4.89 4.93 4.97 5.01 
(r, od 3.64 3.70 3.74 3.79 3.84 3.87 3.91 3.94 3.98 4.01 
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Category 
Means 
Student (M) 1 9.39 
Bank (M) 2 11.48 
Student (E} 3 11.88 
Student (F) 4 13.70 
Student (P) 5 13.79 
Student (O) 6 14.18 
Student (A) 7 14.67 
Student (R) 8 16.36 
Bank (F) 9 16.36 
Bank (A) 10 17.58 
(q.95) ( r, oO) 
Sm(q .95) (r,oo) 
MSerr = 21.04 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
9.39 11.48 11.88 13.70 13.79 14.18 14.67 16.36 16.36 17.58 
2.09 2.49 4.31* 4.40* 4.79* 5.28* 6.97* 6.97* 8.19* 
.40 2.22 2.31 2.70 3.19 4.88* 4.88* 6.10* 
1.82 1.91 2.30 2.79 4.48* 4.48* 5.70* 
.09 .48 .97 2.66 2.66 3.88* 
.39 .88 2.57 2.57 3.79* 
.49 2.18 2.18 3.40* 
1.69 1.69 2.91* 
.oo 1.22 
1.22 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
2.77 3.31 3.63 3.86 4.03 4.17 4.29 4.39 4.47 
2.22 2.65 2.90 3.09 3.22 3.34 3.43 3.51 3.58 
*p< • 05 n = 33 
N 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 M 
Means 17.85 19. . 9 o. 5 20. 1. 0 
Student (M) 1 9.39 8.46* 8.88* 9.00* 9.09* 9.31* 9.43*10.06*10.19*10.91 11.61 
Bank (M) 2 11.48 6.37* 7.79* 7.91* 8.00* 8.22* 8.34* 8.97* 9.10* 9.82*10.52* 
Student (E) 3 11.88 5.97* 7.39* 7.51* 7.60* 9.82* 7.94* 8.57* 8.70* 9.47*10.12* 
Student (F) 4 13.70 4.15* 5.57* 5.69* 5.78* 6.00* 6.12* 6.75* 6.88* 7.60* 8.30* 
Ill Student (P) 5 13.79 4.06* 5.48* 5.60* 5.69* 5.91* 6.03* 6.66* 6.79* 7.51* 8.21* 
~ Student ( O) 6 14.18 3.67* 5.09* 5.21* 5.30* 5.52* 5.64* 6.27* 6.40* 7.12* 7.82* 
~ Student (A) 7 14.67 3.18* 4.60* 4.72* 4.81* 5.03* 5.15* 5.78* 5.91* 6.63* 7.33* 
&: Student ( R) 8 16.36 1. 49 2. 91 3.03 3.12 3.34 3.46 4.09* 4.22* 4.94* 5.64* 
- Bank (F) 9 16.36 1.49 2.91 3.03 3.12 3.34 3.46* 4.09* 4.22* 4.94* 5.64* 
N Bank (A) 10 17.58 .27 1.69 1.81 1.90 2.12 2.24 2.87 3.00 3.72* 4.42* 
o::i Bank (T) 11 17.85 1. 42 1.54 1.63 1.85 1.97 2.60 2.73 3.45 4.15 
r-f Student (T)l2 19.27 .12 .21 . 4 3 .55 1.18 1.31 2.03 2.73 
~ Bank (R) 13 19.39 .09 .31 .43 1.06 1.19 1.91 2.61 (!) Student (S)l4 19. 48 .22 .34 .97 1.10 1. 82 2.52 
r-f Bank {O) 15 19.70 .12 .75 .88 1.60 2.30 
"' 00 .µ Student (G)16 19.82 .63 .76 1. 48 2.18 11' 
iii Bank {G) 17 20.45 .13 .85 1. 55 ~u Bank (P) 18 20.58 .72 1.42 ~,:i: 
8J.f Bank (E) 19 21.30 .70 
0 Bank (S) 20 22.00 4-1 
.µ 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 (I] 
(l) (q.95) (r ,oo) 4.55 4.62 4.68 4.74 4.80 4.84 4.89 4. 9 3 4.97 5.01 8 Sm(q.95) (r,eo) 3.64 3.70 3.74 3.79 3.84 3.87 3.91 3.94 3. 9 8 4.01 
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obtained in the simple effects test. The remaining inter-
actions were spread over four other scales of less impor-
tance. Student resistence, bank friendliness, bank ascend-
ance, and bank thoughtfulness all played minor roles in 
gaining significance. The interactions of the first three 
scales all indicate that these means were significantly 
lower than a majority of the other means. As the number of 
interactions decrease on any one scale, it is an indication 
that the mean for the scale is larger than more and more of 
the other means. A profile of means for the three factors 
is presented in Figure 1. 
DISCUSSION 
The results of the current study were quite obviously 
different from what had been hypothesized. As was stated 
earlier, however, the research was exploratory and many of 
the hypotheses were not based on substantiated research. 
The largely significant emotional stability factor can 
be accounted for, to a large degree, by the scores of female 
students which were largely divergent from the bank sample 
scores and to a lesser degree from male students. Tyler 
(1956) stated that when using paper and pencil questionnaires 
there was a consistent tendency for women to be closer to 
the maladjusted end of the scale than men. Tyler appears to 
have been supported at least by students in this instance, 
but his findings did not hold up in the management sample 
where there was no significant difference between sexes. 
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With Tyler's research compared to the current findings it 
might be logical then to assume that women who enter bank 
management are somewhat different from other women. Gump 
(1972) found, however, that women who selected occupations 
dominated by males did not differ in their relationships 
with males from women who selected occupations in which 
women were over-represented. Also along the same lines, 
Hornaday and Kuder (in Garai and S~heinfeld, 1968, 221) 
found that men and women in the same profession tend to have 
similar likes, dislikes and interests. It would appear that 
since the difference between sexes in the bank sample was 
almost non-existent, as was seen in Figure 1, that the 
studies of Hornaday and Kuder, and Gump were supported by 
the current research. 
Due to an artifact of the data and statistics, the 
masculinity scale Ca10 ) of the personality test did not 
achieve significance in the simple effects test. As can be 
seen in Figure 1 there were great discrepencies between the 
means on the masculinity scale, which logically would in-
dicate significance, but not in this case. It was first 
assumed that an error had been made in calculations, but 
after the calculations were checked several times and no 
errors could be found it was decided that a different sta-
tistic should be used. The t-test was then performed to see 
if males did actually score significantly higher than females 
on the masculinity scale, as it appears in Figure 1. The 
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t-test did show that males scored significantly higher on the 
masculinity scale than females as was expected in the student 
sample. It appears that the current research does not fully 
support the findings of Hornaday and Kuder (in Garai and 
Scheinfeld, 1968, 221). These researchers found that men 
and women who shared the same profession had essentially the 
same interest patterns and similar likes and dislikes. Male 
and female bank manager's scores were very divergent on the 
masculinity score, however, they did score very similarly on 
a majority of the scales. 
In the bank sample there were 11 woroon over 40 as com-
pared to one man over 40. A two £actor ANOV was performed 
on the business sample minus these people over 40 to see if 
there was a difference in outcome. The summary table for 
this ANOV is presented in Appendix B. There appeared to be 
no noticeable difference with the Ss over 40 eliminated, so 
they were used in the remaining computations. 
The results of the analysis 0£ the interaction of 
personality traits and sex with the type of sample (student 
or bank management) were significant as expected, as were 
the results for the interaction of personality traits and 
type of sample with sex (male or female) • Level c1 (bank 
management) was significant in the simple effects test 
largely because of three scales; Female Masculinity and 
Female and Male friendliness. Since this portion of the 
factor, type of sample (C), was the bank sample it was rather 
surprising that both sexes should have such low scores on 
the friendliness scale because of the stereotype that has 
been developed about the friendly banker. 
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Level c2 {students) also was significant due mainly to 
two scales; female masculinity and emotional stability. Fe-
male friendliness, female personal relations, and female 
objectivity in the student sample all played major secondary 
roles in the significant F-value for simple effects. It is 
important to note that the lowest means in the student sample 
were all female means, yet of the five largest means, three 
were female. What these scores indicate is difficult to de-
cide, but it is quite obvious that the females in the stu-
dent sample were generally given to extremes. 
The Newman-Keuls test for the interaction of personality 
traits and type of sample with male Ss revealed that the 
significant F in the simple effects test was due primarily 
to four means. Bank friendliness, student friendliness, 
and student personal relations were the most important fac-
tors in the male sample, followed closely by student re-
sistence scores. It was not expected that there would be so 
much difference between samples for the males, but the 
Newman-Keuls test came very close to achieving an equal 
split between bank and student males, that is, with the 10 
student scores at the lower end of the list of means and 
the bank management means at the upper end. 
The Newman-Keuls test of level B2 (females) presented 
a much larger number of interactions than did any of the 
previous tests, indicating the increased diversity between 
female students and female bank managers. The masculinity 
scales of both samples and the emotional stability scale 
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of the student sample had the largest number of interactions. 
Four other scales; student friendliness, student personal 
relations, student objectivity and student ascendance had 
an equal number of interactions. Out of the first seven 
means (lowest scores), six were student means indicating the 
diversity in the two samples. Where the female student 
sample was involved, it seemed to be the major cause for 
significant interactions. It is possible that the female 
student sample actually was very divergent from the bank 
management sample and the male students, or it could be that 
these females did not evaluate themselves accurately. Garai 
and Scheinfeld (1968, 240) believed that in general females 
were less realistic than males in self-evaluation. To sup-
port their statement they referred to research by Sears (in 
Garai and Scheinfeld, 1968, 240) with fifth and sixth grade 
students. It is doubtful that Sears' results could be 
generalized to college age females, and even less likely to 
females in their 30's, like most of the female bank managers. 
However, due to a lack of research in this area, or any bet-
ter explanation, the generalization was made. 
There are a number of criticisms that could be made of 
this study, the primary one being that a more widespread 
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sample of managers be included, rather than only those from 
banks. However, there was an attempt made in the current 
study to acquire a more diverse sample, but it was not suc-
cessful because of the small number of female managers many 
companies employ, and because a number of businesses did not 
feel that their employees could take the time from their work 
that this study would require. 
Another point that could be improved on in follow-up 
studies is concerned with the gathering of student data. A 
large number of Ss were tested on the last day before a va-
cation period began, which possibly resulted in a number of 
non-representative surveys being turned in. A time when 
the student mind would be concentrating more on the class-
room activities rather than on vacation plans would be much 
more suitable. In collecting the bank data a similar sit-
uation may have occurred when managers took the tests during 
working hours when they were pressed for time. 
Another very important problem to be avoided in the 
future would be the use of the harmonic mean in the statis-
tical analysis. If the same number of Ss can be obtained 
for each group, a great deal of variance can be removed from 
the statistical computations, which resulted in this study 
in eliminating Ss from the student sample in order to achieve 
equal groups. 
In the bank management groups it would be advisable to 
try to equalize age levels to some degree between males and 
39 
females. Although it did not appear to affect the outcome 
in this study, there is a distinct possibility that it might 
on a follow-up. 
It was somewhat surprising that more significance was 
not found on the scales of personality, however, these find-
ings may point out that what a number of feminists are 
convinced of, male-female equality, may not be so far-
fetched as a great deal of society might believe. This 
research should be of help to the banks who participated 
if they accept what has been found. There needs, evidently, 
to be no differentiation between training or promoting man-
agers of either sex. It is hoped that more research will be 
done along these lines to substantiate more fully what has 
been found here. 
40 
References 
Bardwick, J.M., and Douvan, E. Ambivalence: The socializa-
tion of women. In v. Gornick and B. Moran {Eds.), Women 
in Sexist Society. New York: Basic Books, Inc. 1971. 
Baruch, R. The achievement motive in women: Implications 
for career development. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 1967, 5, 260-267. 
Carey, G. L. Sex differences in problem solving performances 
as a function of attitude differences. Journal of 
Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1968, 56, 256. 
Crutchfield, R. S. Conformity and character, American 
Psychologist, 1955, 10, 191-198. 
Garai, J. and Scheinfeld, A. Sex differences in mental 
and behavioral traits. Genetic Psychology Monographs, 
1968, 77, 169-299. 
Gilmer, B. Psychological aspects of women in industry. 
Personnel Psychology, 1957, 10, 439-450. 
Gilmer, B. Needs of special groups. Industrial and 
Organizational Psychology. New York: McGraw-Hill, 
Inc., 1971. 
Gump, J. P. Sex-role attitudes and psychological well-being. 
The Journal of Social Issues, 1972, 28, 79-92. 
Hamill, K. Women as bosses. Fortune, June, 1956, 53, 105-
108+. 
Hoffman, R. L., and Maier, N. R. Quality and acceptance of 
problem solutions by members of homogeneous and 
41 
heterogeneous groups. Journal of Abnormal and Social 
-----
Psychology, 1961, 6 3, 401-407. 
Hornauay, J. A. I and Kuder, G. F. A study of male occupa-
tional interest scales applied to women. In J. Garai and 
A. Scheinfeld, Sex differences in mental and behavioral 
traits. Genetic Psychology Monographs, 1968, 77, 169-
299. 
Horner, M. A bright woman is caught in a double bind. 
Psychology Today, November, 1969, 36, 38, 69. 
Komarovsky, M. Functional analysis of sex roles. American 
Sociological Review, 1950, 15, 508-516. 
Makosky, v. P. Fear of success, sex-role orientation of 
the task, and competitive condition as variables affect-
ing women's performance in achievement-oriented situations. 
Paper presented at the 44th annual meeting of the Mid-
western Psychological Association, Cleveland, May, 1972. 
McClelland, o., et al. The Achievement Motive. New York: 
Appelton-Century-Crofts, 1953. 
Patel, A. S., and Gordon, J.E. Some personal and situation-
al determinants of yielding to influence. Journal of 
Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1960, .61, 411-418. 
Schein, v. E. Fair employment of women through personnel 
research. Personnel Journal, May, 1972, 51, 330-335. 
Sears, P. S. Self-concept in the service of educational 
goals. In J. Garai and A. Scheinfeld, Sex differences 
in mental and behavioral traits. Genetic Psychology 
Monographs, 1968, 77, 169, 299. 
Terman, L. M., and Tyler, L. E. Psychological sex 
differences. In L. Carmichael {Ed.), A Manuel of 
Child Psychology. (2nd ed.), New York: Wiley, 1954. 
Tyler, L. E. The Psychology of Human Differences. New 
York: Appelton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1956. 
42 
APPENDIX A 
Three factor ANOV Summary Table with unequal groups. 
Personality Trait X Sex X Sample. 
Source SS 
A 5256.00 
B 1489.20 
c 4005.60 
AB 3640.40 
AC 1662.00 
BC 88.40 
ABC 501,877.20 
Error 33,672.04 
rr = 4o 
F(l,118) = 6.85p< .01* 
F(9,118) = 2.56pc::: .01* 
df 
9 
1 
1 
9 
9 
1 
9 
118 
MS F 
584.00 2.06 
1489.20 5.22 
4005.60 14.04* 
404.49 1.42 
184.67 .65 
88.40 .31 
55,764.13 195.42* 
285.36 
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APPENDIX A 
Summary Table for Simple Effects of ABC interaction 
Source SS 
BC at al 51,841.60 
BC at a2 40,012.00 
BC at a3 40,685.20 
BC at a4 55,893.20 
BC at as 42,578.80 
BC at a6 40,506.40 
BC at a7 27,381.20 
BC at a8 44,139.20 
BC at a9 38,426.00 
BC at a10 33,136.40 
AB at c1 1301.20 
AB at C2 2222.40 
AC at b1 1362.40 
AC at b2 1635.60 
Error 
F(l,118) =6.85p< .01* 
F(9,118) =2.56p< .01* 
df MS F 
1 51,841.60 181.67* 
1 40,012.00 140.22* 
1 40,685.20 142.57* 
1 55,893.20 195.87* 
1 42,578.80 149.21* 
1 40,506.40 141.95* 
1 27,381.20 95.95* 
1 44,139.20 154.68* 
1 38,426.00 134.66* 
1 33,136.40 116.12* 
9 144.58 .51 
9 246.93 .87 
9 151.38 .53 
9 181.73 .64 
118 285.36 
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APPENDIX A 
Newman-Keuls test for BC at levels of A with unequal 
groups. 
MS = 285.36 error 
(q.99) (r,118) = 
srn (q.99) (r,118) = 
G = al 
-n = 40 
2 
3.70 
9.88 
Sm = 2. 67 
3 4 
4.20 4.50 
11. 21 12.02 
Category 1 2 3 4 
Means 18.78 20.20 20.45 21.42 
Male Student 1 18.78 
Female Student 2 20.20 
Female Bank 
Male Bank 
R = a 2 
3 20.45 
4 21. 42 
1.42 1.67 
.25 
2.64 
1.22 
.97 
Category 1 2 3 4 
Means 16.07 16.17 19.09 19.39 
Male Student 1 16.07 
Female Student 2 16.17 
Male Bank 3 19.09 
Female Bank 4 19. 39 
.10 3.02 
2.92 
3.32 
3.22 
.30 
45 
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A = a 3 
Category 1 2 3 4 
Means 14.41 17.58 17.89 21.09 
Female Student 1 14.41 3.17 3.48 6.68 
Female Bank 2 17.58 .31 3.51 
Male Student 3 17. 89 3.20 
Male Bank 4 21.09 
s = a 4 
Cateqorv 1 2 3 4 
Means 18.87 20.24 22.00 22.45 
Female Student 1 18.87 1.37 3.13 3.58 
Male Student 2 20.24 1.76 2.21 
Female Bank 3 22.00 .45 
Male Bank 4 22.45 
E = a 5 
Category 1 2 3 4 
Means 11.91 17.48 21.30 21. 79 
Female Student 1 11.91 5.57 9. 39 9.88 
Male Student 2 17.48 3.82 4.31 
Female Bank 3 21.30 .49 
Male Bank 4 21.79 
47 
o = a 6 
Category l 2 3 4 
Means 13.96 16.33 19.70 21.06 
Female Student l 13. 96 2.37 5.74 7 .10 
Male Student 2 16.33 3.37 4.73 
Female Bank 3 19.70 1.36 
Male Bank 4 21.06 
F = a 7 
Category l 2 3 4 
Means 13.61 13. 98 14.48 16.36 
Female Student l 13 .61 .37 .87 2.75 
Male Student 2 13.98 .so 2.38 
Male Bank 3 14.48 1.88 
Female Bank 4 16.36 
T = a 8 
Category l 2 3 4 
Means 17.85 18.57 18.59 19.24 
----
Female Bank 1 17.85 • 72 .74 1.39 
Female Student 2 18.57 .02 .67 
Male Student 3 18.59 .65 
Male Bank 4 19.24 
48 
p = a 9 
Category 1 2 3 4 
Means 13.63 15.33 19. 70 20.58 
Female Student 1 13.63 1.70 6.07 6.95 
Male Student 2 15.33 4.37 5.25 
Male Bank 3 19.70 .88 
Female Bank 4 20.58 
M = a10 
Category 1 2 3 4 
Means 9.02 11.48 19.65 20.97 
Female Student 1 9.02 2.46 10.63 11.95 
Female Bank 2 11.48 8.17 9.49 
Male Student 3 19.65 1.32 
Male Bank 4 20.97 
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APPENDIX B 
Summary table of 10 X 2 ANOV with all Ss in the bank 
sample dropped out. 
n = 24. 69 
Source SS 
A 6 ,939 ,915 .81 
B 1,473,510.31 
AB 774,882.07 
Error 10,001.26 
F(l,88) = 7.08p< .01* 
F(9,88) = 2.72p< .01* 
Personality Trait X Sex 
df MS 
9 771,101.76 
1 1,473,510.31 
9 86,098.01 
88 113.65 
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